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1  Introduction 


Purpose 

This  is  the  tenth  in  a  series  of  reports  that  summarize  the  results  of  the 
Campground  Receipt  Study  (CRS).  The  CRS  has  undergone  continual 
improvement  in  procedures  and  in  the  application  of  data  analysis.  Changes  in 
procedures  are  generally  found  in  the  earlier  reports  (1980-82),  while  improve¬ 
ments  in  special  data  applications  tend  to  be  found  in  the  later  reports 
(1982-91).  The  main  purpose  of  each  report,  however,  is  to  describe  the  CRS 
data  so  that  a  database  can  be  established  to  analyze  trends  in  camping  use 
each  year.  This  summary  uses  the  1991  data  and  examines  the  analysis  from 
1985  through  1991. 


Background 

In  1978,  the  Recreation  Research  and  Demonstration  System  (RRDS)  was 
established  under  the  Natural  Resources  Research  Program  of  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers.  The  RRDS  units  serve  as  permanently  designated  outdoor 
laboratories  at  which  information  on  recreation  and  resource  aspects  of  lake 
management  can  be  systematically  gathered.  In  constructing  a  representative 
sample  of  sites,  Title  v  economic  dr'e^opment  atd  pi^ysiograi^c  regions* 
were  combined  to  produce  30  i^ysioeconomic  regions.  Twenty-four  units 
were  selected  from  these  regions,  representing  t^roximately  5  percent  of  the 
then  465  Corps  projects.  From  these  24  units,  the  16  projects  that  had  fee 
camping  programs  agreed  to  participate  in  the  CRS  (Figure  1).  These  24  pro- 
jectsAinits  were  chosen  to  represent  a  wide  variety  of  multipurpose  reservoirs, 
locks  and  dams,  and  dry  lakes.  A  U.S.  Army  Engineer  Waterways  Experiment 
Station  (WES)  publication  (Hart  1981)  contains  a  detailed  explanatirm  of  the 
RRDS  units  and  their  selection.  Specific  criteria  for  selection  are  provided 
below. 


*  Title  V.  Public  Works  end  Economic  Development  Act  of  1964. 
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a.  Full  range  of  activities. 

b.  Spectnim  of  resource  characteristics. 

c.  Nationwide  distribution  of  units. 

d.  Range  of  conditioits  at  multipurpose  projects. 

e.  Planning,  design,  and  management  tasks. 

One  of  the  main  uses  of  the  RROS  has  been  the  CRS.  Through  the  CRS,  a 
database  has  been  developed  on  one  of  the  Corps’  most  popular  activities: 
camping.  Four  factors  guided  the  development  of  the  CRS  (Curtis  and  Hansen 
1982): 

a.  The  procedures  and  instruments  developed  were  to  i^ace  a  minimum 
burden  on  projea  personnel. 

b.  The  procedures  were  to  have  a  minimum  impact  on  the  recreation  visi¬ 
tor  when  registering  at  the  campground. 

c.  The  monitoring  procedures  were  intended  to  be  cost-effective  and 
efficient. 

d.  The  data  collected  were  designed  to  be  valid  and  reliable. 

Two  important  distinctions  concerning  cIk  CRS  database  should  be  noted. 
First,  the  information  gathered,  as  a  subset  of  the  (TRS,  includes  only  fee  cam¬ 
pers;  therefore,  these  campers  do  not  describe  the  "Corps  visitor"  per  se.  Sec¬ 
ond,  the  arudyses  are  done  to  illustrate  potential  uses  rather  than  to  provide  a 
definitive  portrayal  of  all  possible  applications.  Users  are  encouraged  to  fur¬ 
ther  utilize  the  database  as  the  maiu^ement  tool  for  which  it  was  intended. 


Study  Procedures 

Data  collection  for  this  study  was  done  by  rangers  and  campground  gate 
attendants  as  campers  registered.  Most  of  the  data  were  collected  through 
observation,  so  impact  on  the  visitor  was  minimal.  Data  were  recorded  on 
Engineer  Form  4457-1.  A  thorough  discussion  of  the  development  of  this 
form  was  provided  in  the  1983  Campground  Receipt  Study  report  by  Akers- 
Fiitschen  (1985).  Since  1988,  several  research  and  development  units  have 
recorded  the  data  directly  on  to  a  computer  through  the  use  of  the  Automated 
Use  Peimit  System  (AUK),  which  was  developed  at  WES  to  register  campers 
and  collect  CRS  data. 

After  the  CRS  data  were  collected  and  sem  to  the  corresponding  Corps 
District  offices  for  keypunching,  they  were  forwarded  to  WK  for  analysis. 
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For  the  analysis,  a  FORTRAN  program,  the  Recreation  Analysis  Program 
(RAP),  was  developed.  This  program  generates  two  reports.  The  Area  Repon 
provided  a  summary  of  the  CRS  data  for  each  recreation  area,  while  the  Site- 
Specific  Data  Report  provided  most  of  the  same  information  for  each  campsite. 
District  offices  tha»  participated  in  the  CRS  were  provided  with  a  copy  of  the 
RAP  for  thei’’  own  analysis  purposes. 

For  the  1986*91  analysis,  data  from  the  RAP  output  were  transferred  into 
the  Statistical  Analysis  System  (SAS).  SAS  is  an  advanced  data  manager  and 
statistical  software  package.  The  creation  of  SAS  data  sets  for  the  CRS  pro¬ 
vides  greater  options  for  examining  the  data  with  specific  research  questions. 


Multiyear  Procedural  Development 

The  procedures  for  dau  gathered  at  the  research  and  demonstration  units 
have  undergo^  three  distinct  phases  of  development.  Initially,  the  study  foc¬ 
used  attention  on  the  campground  receipt  in  terms  of  defining  how  and  what 
types  of  data  were  to  be  coUeaed.  Forms  went  through  improvements  and 
were  finalized  during  the  early  part  of  the  study.  Comparison  of  key  variables 
across  projects  has  provided  an  assessment  of  campground  market  behavior  in 
the  Corps. 

A  second  stage  of  development  has  been  the  documentation  of  general 
results  over  time,  such  as  reporting  on  the  changes  in  types  of  camping  equip¬ 
ment.  Important  trends  are  highlighted  in  the  report  series  (e.g.,  an  increase  in 
camping  parties  with  tents  and  camping  parties  with  powerboats  during  the 
years  1981  through  1984)  (Lawrence  and  Fritschen  1986). 

The  third  stage  of  CRS  development  has  iiKluded  the  use  of  data  for  analy¬ 
ses  beyond  routine  summaries.  The  present  report  is  an  extension  of  previous 
efforts,  as  it  reports  on  key  trends  while  illustrating  management  applications. 
These  are  aim^  at  improving  the  efficiency  of  project  operations,  which  will 
provide  for  a  general  understanding  of  the  Corps  customer  who  stays  overnight 
at  a  Corps  campground. 
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2  Data  Analysis 


1991  CRS  Data 

The  data  summarized  in  this  report  were  collected  from  the  eight  projects 
that  participated  in  the  CRS  during  1991.  The  Engineer  Forms  4457-1 
collected  by  Greers  Ferry  Lake  were  received  after  the  analysis  process  for 
1991  had  been  completed.  The  CRS  data  were  analyzed  as  independent  recre¬ 
ation  areas  arvd  projects,  and  then  for  the  entire  sample  of  projects.  In  this 
chapter,  both  the  individual  project  and  entire  sample  data  are  described.  The 
recreation  area  data  can  be  found  in  Af^rviix  A. 


Data  limitations 

The  number  of  permits  decreased  from  114,042  in  1988  to  60,591  in  1990. 
This  decrease  is  due  to  the  absence  of  the  project  Greers  Ferry  Lake.  This 
project  represented  49  percent  (55,855  permits)  of  the  permits  in  1988  and  did 
not  participate  in  the  1990  report  In  1991,  48.931  groups  camped  at  eight  of 
the  CRS  projects  (Table  1).  Table  1  correlates  the  numter  of  permits  issued  in 
1991  to  the  number  of  permits  distributed  in  previous  years  1988, 1989,  and 
1990.  The  quantity  of  permits  issued  at  Lake  Oahe  in  1991  would  have  been 
greater,  but  only  three  out  of  five  recreation  areas  were  analyzed.  Individual 
projects  do  not  always  use  the  same  number  of  recreation  areas  to  collect  data 
each  year  as  a  result  of  environmental  circumstances,  construction  develop¬ 
ment.  accessible  manpower,  hardware  failure,  damaged  data,  and  local  project 
decisions. 


1991  data 

Campers  at  the  CRS  recreation  areas  accounted  for  511,825  recreation  days' 
of  use  in  1991  (Table  2).  The  average  occupancy  rate  ranged  from  15.5  at 
Milford  Lake  to  60.7  at  Lake  Ouachita.  The  average  for  the  entire  CRS  in 


'  A  recreation  day  was  defined  as  a  visit  by  one  individual  to  the  project  for  recreation  pur¬ 
poses  during  all  of  any  reasonable  portion  of  the  24-hr  period. 
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Table  1 

1991  Camping  Permit  Summary^ 

Project 

Number  of  Parmite 

Number  of 
Groups,  1991 

1989 

1990 

1991 

Lake  Barkley 

_a 

4,033 

5.002 

4,7*!7 

4,540 

Hartwell  Lake 

- 

7,130 

7,601 

12,193 

8,445 

Milford  Lake 

4,088 

3,386 

2,967 

3,448 

2,990 

Lake  Oahe 

11.883 

2,653 

1,714 

5,750 

4,225 

Lake  Ouachita 

7,555 

7,842 

9,396 

7,506 

5,391 

Lake  Shelbyville 

10,254 

13,708 

15,166 

15,850 

12,803 

Shenango  River 

Lake 

7,270 

3,655 

7,137 

6,611 

4,236 

West  Point  Lake 

10,336 

6,176 

8,063 

7,684 

6,301 

CRS  total 

(51,386)’ 

(48,583) 

(57,046) 

63,629 

48,931 

'  By  comparing  the  number  of  permits  issued  for  each  project  to  the  1988.  1989,  and  1990 
record,  changes  in  1991  data  (increases  or  decreases)  can  be  noted. 

’  Project  did  not  report  for  that  particular  year. 

’  Totals  given  in  parentheses  are  for  the  projects  reporting  in  1991 ,  not  the  total  permits  for 

1988,  1989,  or  1990  (DeMoss  1991.  1992;  DeMoss  and  Trichell  1992) 

1991  was  an  occupancy  rate  of  31.2,  witfi  a  rate  of  24.0  on  the  weekdays  and 
47.4  on  the  weekends. 

The  average  length  of  stay  ranged  from  2.2  nights  at  Lake  Milford  to 
3.5  nights  at  Lake  Ouachita  (Table  3).  The  average  for  the  entire  CRS  in  1991 
was  3.1  nights.  The  size  of  the  camping  parties  in  1991  averaged  3.4  persons, 
ranging  from  2.2  at  Lake  Oahe  to  4.0  at  Shenango  River  Lake.  Nationwide, 
82.0  percent  of  the  parties  had  previously  visited  the  project.  This  variable 
tends  to  show  a  broad  range  in  variation  between  projects  as  evidenced  by  the 
value  of  93.0  percent  at  Shenango  River  Lake  and  50.0  percent  at  Milford 
Lake.  Also,  92.5  percent  of  the  camping  parties  at  (TRS  projects  indicated  that 
the  project  was  tfie  primary  destination  for  their  trip.  At  Lake  Shelbyville, 

98.7  percent  of  the  camping  parties  reported  the  project  as  the  primary  destina¬ 
tion  for  their  trip.  At  the  individual  projects,  the  lowest  percentage  of  Golden 
Age  passports  was  found  at  Shenango  FUver  Lake  (16.9  percent)  and  the  high¬ 
est  at  Lake  Barkley  (32.2  percent). 

For  the  cumulative  1991  data,  an  analysis  of  the  type  of  vehicle(s)  used  by 
camping  parties  (Table  4)  indicates  that  more  parties  used  trucks  (51.4  percent) 
than  cars  (34.6  percent).  The  highest  percentage  of  truck  use  was  at  West 
Point  Lake  (61.8  percent),  while  the  lowest  percentage  of  car  use  was  at  Lake 
Oahe  (16.3  percent).  Relatively  few  of  the  camping  groups  arrived  in  vans 
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Table  2 

1991  Calculated  Use  Characteristics 

Project 

Recreation 

Days' 

Occupancy  Rale 

Mean* 

Wsekends* 

Weekdays* 

Lake  Barkley 

40,325 

31  9 

46  9 

25.7 

Hartwell  Lake 

107,356 

27.7 

44.4 

20.7 

Milford  Lake 

22,309 

155 

29  1 

10.0 

Lake  Oahe 

31,241 

269 

44.2 

228 

Lake  Ouachita 

63,700 

60.7 

86.6 

50.0 

Lake  Shelbyville 

122,597 

37,0 

56.6 

289 

Shenango  River  Lake 

56,393 

37.6 

39.6 

28.0 

West  Point  Lake 

67,904 

26.2 

42.3 

19.4 

CRS  total/mean 

511,825 

31.2 

474 

24.0 

'  Recreation  days  was  calculated  by  multiplying  the  number  in  the  group  times  the  length  of 
stay  for  each  fee  receipt.  Each  individual  recreation  day  was  then  added  to  produce  a  project 
total.  Any  receipts  not  showing  the  number  in  group  or  length  of  stay  were  deleted  from  the 
calculations.  Therefore,  this  measure  of  use  may  be  conservative. 

‘  Occupancy  rate  was  calculated  by  the  number  of  permits  divided  by  (the  number  of  nights  x 
the  number  of  sites)  for  the  entire  project. 

'  The  weekend  was  represented  by  Friday  night  and  Saturday  night.  Otherwise,  it  is  counted 
as  a  weekday. 

Table  3 

1991  General  Use  Characteristics 


Length  of 

SUy 

Nights 


Proioet 


Lake  Barkley 


Hartwell  Lake 


Milford  Lake 


Lake  Oahe 


Lake  Ouachita  3.5 


Lake  Shelbyville 


Shenango  River 
Lake 


West  Point  Lake 


CRS  total/mean  3.1 


'  Percent  of  camping  oartes 


Meen 

Numbw 

Group 


2.8 


3.6 


3.3 


2,2 


Percent 

Prior 

Vialu' 

Percent 

Primary 

Destination' 

Percent 

GoMen 

Age 

Passport 

71.2 

79.2 

32.2 

63.3 

94.8 

20.1 

50.0 

798 

19.5 

75.1 

84.5 

31.4 

76,5 

90.1 

20.2 

91.2 

98,7 

19.6 

93.0 

97.8 

16.9 

86.6 

96.7 

21.7 

82.0 

92.5 

22.0 
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Table  4 

1991  DIstributior 
(Percent  of  Cam 

1 0f  Vehici 
ping  Grou| 

e  Types 

3S)' 

Pro|Mt 

Car 

Truck 

Van 

Motor  Home 

Olher> 

Lake  Barkley 

27.0 

47.3 

11.7 

187 

12 

Hartwell  Lake 

40.3 

49  2 

123 

15  9 

18 

Milford  Lake 

29.5 

55.7 

156 

16.5 

0.5 

Lake  Oahe 

16.3 

522 

125 

26  5 

2.7 

Lake  Ouachita 

29.7 

58.0 

14.5 

15.2 

3.3 

Lake  Shelbyville 

36.0 

47.8 

21  1 

17  7 

1.0 

Shenango  River  Lake 

55.5 

439 

18.0 

14.0 

0.4 

West  Point  Lake 

34.0 

61.8 

13.2 

25.1 

1.0 

CRS  total/maan 

346 

51.4 

156 

18.5 

1.5 

'  These  categories  are  not  mutually  exclusive.  Camping  groups  could  bring  multiple  types  of 
camping  equipment,  which  may  account  for  nationwide  totals  that  exceed  100  percent 
’  This  category  includes  any  mode  of  transportation  that  was  not  listed,  including  motorcycles, 
bicycles,  etc. 

(15.6  percent),  motor  homes  (18.5  percent),  or  via  other  modes  of  transporta¬ 
tion  (1.5  percent). 

During  1991,  as  shown  in  Table  5,  the  most  popular  type  of  camping 
equipment  at  the  CRS  projects  was  a  tent  (35.5  percent  nationwide).  At  Lake 
Shelbyville  and  Lake  Ouachita,  41.7  and  41.5  percent,  respectively,  of  the 
camping  parties  used  at  least  one  tent.  It  must  be  noted  that  the  equipment 
categories  are  not  mutually  exclusive;  therefore,  tents  may  not  necessarily  be 
the  principal  means  of  camping  for  those  groups  that  reported  using  them. 
Overall,  the  nationwide  averages  of  other  types  of  camping  equipment  included 
travel  trailers  (26.0  percent),  pop-up  trailers  (10.0  percent),  and  pickup  campers 
(5.4  percent).  In  terms  of  other  recreation  equipment,  more  than  one-third 
(37.1  percent)  of  all  camping  parties  brought  a  powerboat  to  CRS  projects. 

The  mean  use  of  sailboats  was  minima)  (8.9  percent)  at  CRS  projects;  how¬ 
ever,  82.9  percent  of  camping  parties  at  Shenango  River  Lake  brought  a 
sailboat. 


Trend  Analysis 

One  of  the  primary  purposes  of  the  CRS  was  to  create  a  database  that 
would  enable  the  prediction  of  trends  in  recreational  use.  Each  year  of  data 
collection  improves  the  predictability  of  a  trend  analysis.  A  comparison  of  the 
CRS  databases  for  the  years  1985  through  1991  is  presented  in  Figures  2-15. 
Where  no  bars  appear  on  the  bar  charts,  data  were  unavailable  or  missing. 
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Table  5 

1991  Distribution  of  Camping  Equipment  and  Powerboats 
(Percent  of  Camping  Groups)' 

Project 

Tent 

Pop-up 

Trailer 

Pickup 

Camper 

Travel 

Trailer 

Power¬ 

boat 

SaM- 

boat 

Lake  Barkley 

23  3 

66 

5-3 

202 

345 

05 

Hartwell  Lake 

370 

124 

27 

263 

223 

18 

Milford  Lake 

334 

56 

7.3 

27  8 

429 

0.9 

Lake  Oahe 

21  6 

6.1 

14.1 

29.0 

428 

0.4 

Lake  Ouachita 

41.5 

10.0 

3.3 

284 

396 

67 

Lake  Shelbyville 

41.7 

12  6 

55 

23.8 

41  8 

0.5 

Shenango  River 

Lake 

30.5 

10.S 

40 

208 

337 

829 

West  Point  Lake 

'  < 

7.7 

4.3 

26.7 

43  2 

3.5 

CRS  total/mean 

35.5 

10.0 

54 

26.0 

37  1 

89 

'  These  categories  are  not  mutually  exclusive.  Camping  groups  could  bring  multiple  types  of 
camping  equipment,  which  accounts  for  nationwide  totals  that  exceed  100  percent 

Because  of  the  inadequacy  of  forms  for  the  1986-87  data  (DeMoss  and  Titre 
1990),  Lake  Oahe  was  not  included  in  the  1987  analysis.  Also,  because  of  a 
very  high  rate  of  "no  response”  at  Lake  Barkley,  Lake  Ouachita,  and  Lake 
Shelbyville  (1987),  the  values  in  Figures  7-15  are  extremely  low.  Lake  Bark¬ 
ley  and  Hartwell  Lake  did  not  participate  in  the  1988  study  (DeMoss  1991). 
Therefore,  the  figures  also  reflect  this  lack  of  information  in  all  charts. 

Across  these  eight  projects,  mean  party  size  has  not  changed  dramatically 
since  1985  (Figure  2).  For  Lake  Shelbyville,  the  averages  continued  to 
decrease  and  increase  from  3.7  in  1985  to  3.3  in  1991.  From  1988  to  1991, 
the  lat;gest  mean  difference  is  seen  at  Lake  Ouachita  (0.6).  Mean  length  of 
stay  (Figure  3)  exhibits  greater  variation  among  the  projects  than  mean  patty 
size.  The  averages  ranged  from  a  low  of  1.8  nights  for  1985  at  Milford  Lake 
to  a  high  of  4.5  during  1986  at  Lake  Shelbyville. 

From  1985  to  1991,  a  general  increase  occurred  in  the  percentage  of  camp¬ 
ers  with  prior  visits  to  the  project  and  with  the  project  as  their  primary 
destination  (Figures  4  and  5).  With  the  exception  of  one  decrease  in  1991 
(50.0  percent),  Milford  Lake  shows  an  ascension  of  campers  with  prior  visits 
from  44.0  percent  in  1985  to  98.7  percent  in  1990.  Also,  Lake  Barkley  and 
Lake  Oahe  showed  a  decrease  in  1990  and  1989,  respectively.  For  Lake 
Ouachita,  the  percent  of  campers  with  primary  destination  increased  from  31.7 
in  1985  to  90.1  in  1991. 
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Golden  Age  passport  use  tended  to  be  highly  variable  between  projects,  yet 
fairly  stable  within  projects  with  a  few  exceptions  (Figure  6).  Percentages 
ranged  from  49.3  percent  for  Shenango  River  Lake  in  1985  to  16.9  percent  in 
1991.  Also,  the  3.1  percent  for  Lake  Oahe  in  1990  was  because  Lake  Oahe’s 
data  were  for  only  2  months.  In  1985,  Lake  Barkley,  Lake  Oahe,  Shenango 
River  Lake,  and  West  Point  Lake  displayed  relatively  high  percentages  of  visi¬ 
tors  with  Golden  Age  passports.  All  projects  either  show  a  decrease  in  the 
percent  of  visitors  with  Golden  Age  passports,  or  the  percent  stayed  about  the 
same  over  the  years. 

Parties  with  cars  displayed  consistent  patterns  over  the  7-year  period  (Fig¬ 
ure  7).  Each  project  showed  a  decrease  since  1985  in  the  use  of  cars  with  the 
exception  of  Shenango  River  Lake,  which  shows  a  small  increase  but  still  not 
greater  than  its  1985  value.  Parties  with  trucks  (Figure  8)  exhibited  a  stable 
pattern  of  slight  increases  and  decreases.  Excluding  the  1986  and  1987  data, 
the  low  would  be  31.1  percent  at  Lake  Barkley  and  a  high  of  61.8  percent  at 
West  Point  Lake  (1991). 

Figure  9  shows  a  slight  increase  in  the  use  of  vans  by  camping  parties 
except  at  Lake  Hartwell  and  West  Point  Lake.  Van  use  at  Hartwell  Lake 
increased  from  8.8  percent  in  1985  to  14.3  percent  in  1987  and  decreased  to 
12.3  percent  in  1991.  At  West  Point  Lake,  the  use  of  vans  increased  from 

12.9  percent  in  1985  to  13.8  percent  in  1989  and  decreased  to  11.6  percent  in 
1990;  however,  it  increased  to  13.2  percent  in  1991. 

Motor  home  use  exhibited  considerable  variability  across  projects  as  can  be 
seen  in  Figure  10.  The  highest  overall  use  occurred  at  Lake  Oahe  and  West 
Point  Lake.  Lake  Oahe  showed  a  decrease  from  31.0  percent  in  1985  to 
24.1  percent  in  1990  with  a  slight  elevation  to  26.5  percent  in  1991.  Overall, 
the  use  of  motor  homes  as  camping  vehicles  was  low  compared  with  Other 
types  of  camping  equipment  Shenango  River  Lake  and  Milford  Lake  exhibi¬ 
ted  the  most  consistent  use  of  motor  homes  as  camping  vehicles. 

As  shown  in  Figure  11,  a  stable  pattern  of  parties  with  tents  was  clearly 
evident  within  each  project  except  at  Lake  Ouachita.  However,  the  pattern 
among  projects  displayed  a  decrease  in  use  or  a  very  slight  increase.  For 
example,  the  lowest  use  occurred  at  Lake  Barkley  and  Lake  Shelbyville,  where 

8.9  percent  of  the  camping  patties  in  1987  used  tents.  The  highest  occurrence 
was  62.8  percent,  in  1985,  for  parties  at  Lake  Ouachita,  with  a  decrease  to 
41.5  percent  in  1991. 

The  use  of  pop-up  trailers  tended  to  be  fairly  stable  across  and  within  pro¬ 
jects,  with  the  exception  of  a  single  high  value  of  62.3  percent  at  Hartwell 
Lake  in  1985  (Figure  12).  There  was  a  general  decrease,  with  the  exception  of 
West  Point  Lake  and  Lake  Shelbyville.  This  was  similar  to  camping  parties 
with  pickup  campers  (Figure  13),  in  which  a  pattern  of  a  decrease  was  shown 
within  each  project.  The  use  of  this  type  of  camping  equijxnent  was  very  low 
for  projects  such  as  Hartwell  Lake  (2.0  percent  in  1989);  in  contrast,  pickup 
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campers  were  more  popular  at  Lake  Oahe,  with  a  high  of  20.0  percent  of  the 
camping  parties  in  198S  using  them. 

In  contrast  to  the  previous  figure.  Lake  Barkley  shows  the  overall  highest 
use  of  travel  trailers.  Percentages  ranged  from  36.8  to  4.1  at  Lake  Shelbyville 
(Figure  14).  Most  projects  report  the  use  of  this  equijnnent  to  be  an  average 
of  about  25  percent. 

Except  for  the  1986-87  data  record,  the  use  of  powerboats  tended  to  be 
relatively  uniform  across  projects  except  at  Lake  Barkley  and  Lake  Oahe. 
Powerboat  use  by  camping  parties  decreased  at  Lake  Barkley  from  43.6  per¬ 
cent  in  1985  to  34.5  percent  in  1991  (Figure  15).  At  Lake  Oahe,  the  operation 
of  powerboats  decreased  from  52.2  percent  in  1988  to  42.6  percent  in  1991. 


Potential  Uses  of  CRS  Database 

Analysis  of  visitor  origin 

In  Figures  16-23,  an  analysis  was  performed  using  Zip  (Todes  to  reveal  the 
origin  of  camping  parties  to  CTRS  ptoj»ns.  The  figures  show  how  projects 
differ  in  relation  to  their  ability  to  draw  visitors  from  different  parts  of  the 
country.  For  each  figure,  the  first  mi^}  (Figure  16a,  for  example)  illustrates  all 
visitors,  while  the  second  map  (Figure  16b)  shows  only  visitors  that  claimed 
this  project  as  their  primary  destinatioa  For  all  maps,  the  percent  of  visitors 
utilized  only  four  of  the  five  categories.  Either  the  percent  of  visitation  was 
above  50  percent  or  it  was  less  than  25  percent.  Figure  22  illustrates  that  the 
Shenango  River  Lake,  on  the  northwestern  border  of  Pennsylvania,  received 
visitors  from  the  Mid-Atlantic,  Great  Lakes  area,  (jeorgia,  Florida,  and  Texas. 
The  majority  of  these  users,  however,  were  from  just  two  states:  Pennsylvania 
and  Ohio.  In  contrast.  Lake  Barkley  (Figure  16),  which  is  located  on  the 
western  border  of  Kentucky,  received  visitors  from  a  broader  number  of  states. 
In  addition,  the  majority  of  those  users  were  from  a  six-state  region  rather  than 
a  two-state  region.  At  two  CRS  projects,  there  was  no  visual  difference 
between  the  two  miips.  The  removal  of  the  primary  destination  visitors  did  not 
change  the  percentage  in  any  of  the  states  for  Lake  Shelbyville  (Figure  21)  and 
Shenango  River  Lake.  Lake  Barkley,  Lake  Hartwell  (Figure  17),  and  West 
Point  Lake  (Figure  23)  showed  only  a  difference  of  one  state  between  the  two 
maps.  However,  a  more  observable  variation  can  be  seen  between  the  two 
map  illustrations  at  Milford  Lake  (Figure  18)  and  Lake  Ouachita  (Figure  20). 


Occupancy  rates 

Additional  uses  of  the  CRS  include  an  examination  of  occupancy  rates. 
Occupancy  rates  are  a  key  indie;  *  '  ?f  economic  viability  in  the  hotel-motel 
industry.  They  were  also  used  successfully  to  reveal  a  decline  of  19  percent  in 
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average  daily  occupancy  rates  for  nationwide  camping  during  the  1978  fuel 
shortage  (LaPage  and  Cormier  1979). 

Campsite  occupancy  rates  were  examined  by  year  and  month  and  on  a  daily 
basis.  The  month  of  July  was  chosen  since  the  months  of  June,  July,  and 
August  are  usually  the  months  of  highest  usage  (Appendix  B).  A  calendar  was 
used  to  show  how  camping  is  distributed  throughout  the  month  (Figure  24). 
However,  the  three  highest  months  were  used  in  the  calculation  of  the  monthly 
and  yearly  occupancy  rates.  For  most  projects,  the  months  of  May  through 
August  were  the  highest  use  months.  Watsadlers,  a  campground  located  at 
Lake  Hartwell,  received  the  most  use  in  March.  Lake  Ouachita  was  the  cmly 
project  that  did  not  show  July  as  one  of  its  three  high  use  months.  A  special 
event  such  as  flooding  or  drought  could  decrease  the  monthly  occupancy  rates; 
however.  Figure  24  shows  the  most  "nonnal”  occupancy  rate.  It  shows  a  high 
occupancy  rate  for  the  fust  week  of  July  (a  holiday).  The  following  weeks  of 
July  return  to  the  "normal"  rates,  with  lower  values  on  Sunday  through  Thurs¬ 
day  and  a  jump  to  high  values  on  weekends  (Friday  and  Saturday). 

This  type  of  analysis  will  hopefully  be  useful  and  help  managers  evaluate 
utilization  patterns  at  campgrounds. 


Fee  paid  per  site 

In  Table  6.  the  total  fee  revenue  generated  per  campsite  was  calculated  for 
each  project.  This  statistic  was  calculated  by  taking  the  total  fee  revenue  gen¬ 
erated  at  each  project  and  dividing  that  amount  by  the  total  number  of  camp¬ 
sites  at  each  project.  This  formula  can  be  found  in  Appendix  C,  along  with 
other  formulas  used  in  analyzing  1991  flRS  data.  Lake  Hartwell  had  the  high¬ 
est  revenue  per  site  at  $689.57,  and  Shenango  River  Lake  was  the  lowest  at 
$137.78.  This  information  can  be  used  to  show  on  the  average  how  much 
revenue  each  site  is  contributing  to  the  project  and  to  compare  the  fees  col¬ 
lected  at  different  projects. 
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Table  6 

Total  Fee  per  Site  Paid  at  Each  Project,  1991 


Proiact 

Fee  Paid  per  Site’ 

Number  of  Sites 

lake  Barkley 

589.53 

219 

Harwell  Lake 

689  57 

588 

Milford  Lake 

206  40 

347 

Lake  Oahe 

172  83 

355 

Lake  Ouachita 

443  90 

215 

Lake  Shelbyville 

517.28 

687 

Shertango  River.  Lake 

137.78 

346 

West  Point  Lake 

356  78 

505 

'  Represents  the  total  fee  pai( 

at  each  project  divided  by  the  number  of  sites  at  each  project 
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3  Conclusions  and 
Recommendations 


Conclusions 

The  recent  availability  of  com^Hiter  technology  at  the  field  level  has  dramat¬ 
ically  changed  the  possibilities  regarding  data  entry  and  retrieval  for  analysis 
and  reporting  of  campground  information.  The  development  of  the  Automated 
Use  Permit  System  (AUPS)  (Fritschen  1988)  was  an  advancement  in  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  computer-aided  management  information  systems.  AUPS  allows  camp¬ 
ground  attendants  to  use  microcomputers  to  register  campers  and  collect  and 
summarize  camping  fees.  It  was  designed  to  incorporate  the  data  requirements 
of  the  CRS  so  ^t  any  Corps  project  utilizing  AUK  can  collect  CRS  data. 
CRS-related  questicms  are  (flayed  by  AUPS  while  campers  register  accord¬ 
ing  to  whether  a  program  "switch”  was  set.  This  capability  eliminates  the  need 
for  keypunching  and  error  checking  and  provides  some  onsite  data  analysis 
capability. 

Currently,  field-level  personnel  can  use  dBASE  software  to  generate  reports 
on  variables  such  as  site  occupancy,  average  length  of  stay.  Zip  Codes,  average 
group  size,  and  number  of  Golden  Age  and  Access  permit  holders.  AUPS  pro¬ 
vides  data  that  managers  can  review  to  resolve  problems  in  a  timely  manner  or 
to  improve  the  efficiency  of  operating  and  maintaining  campgrounds.  These 
data  can  be  useftil  to  planners  when  evaluating  future  recreation  area  designs, 
as  weU  as  rehabilitation  projects.  For  example.  District  planners  can  compare 
key  variables  such  as  site  occupancy  across  projects  and  recreation  areas,  since 
the  data  have  been  gathered  using  the  same  methods. 

The  applications  illustrated  in  this  report  are  merely  examples  for  managers 
to  use  to  identify  additional  iqjplications.  The  transition  from  paper  forms  to 
the  AUPS  will  enhance  future  management  applications  of  the  data. 
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Recommendations 


The  data  in  the  CRS  and  the  AUPS  have  reached  the  point  at  which  project 
managers  and  District  personnel  can  make  decisions  rapidly  in  response  to 
on-the-ground  changes  in  the  use  of  Corps  areas.  This  AUPS/CRS  combined 
system  has  been  shown  to  improve  overall  efficiency  and  can  address  current 
problems  by  giving  resource  managers  better  information  to  manage  within  a 
constantly  changing  environment.  It  is  recommended  that  the  CRS  effon 
continue  and  that  researchers  and  managers  search  for  common  ground  in 
devising  strategies  to  better  serve  the  Corps  visitor,  based  on  current 
information. 
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Figure  1 .  CarT9)ground  Receipt  Study  project  locations 
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Figure  2.  Mean  number  in  party,  1 985-91 
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Figure  3.  Mean  length  of  stay  (in  days),  1 985-91 
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Figure  6.  Percent  of  camping  parties  using  Golden  Age  passports,  1 985-91 
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Figure  7.  Percent  of  camping  parties  with  cars,  1985-91 


Figure  8.  Percent  of  camping  parties  with  trucks,  1 985-91 


Figure  9.  Percent  of  camping  parties  with  vans,  1 985-91 
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Figure  1 0.  Percent  of  camping  parties  with  motor  homes.  1 985-91 
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Figure  1 1 .  Percent  of  camping  parties  with  tents,  1 985-91 


Figure  1 2.  Percent  of  camping  parties  with  pop-up  trailers,  1 985-91 


Figure  1 4.  Percent  of  camping  parties  with  travel  trailers,  1 985-91 
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Figure  1 5.  Percent  of  camping  parties  with  poweitoats,  1 985-91 


Figure  1 6.  Lake  Barkley,  1991,  percent  of  camping  parties  by  state  (top)  and  percent  for  which 
this  campground  was  their  primary  destination  by  state  (bottom) 


Figure  1 7.  Hartwell  Lake,  1991,  percent  o1  camping  parties  by  state  (top)  and  percent  for  which 
this  campground  was  their  primary  destination  by  state  (bottom) 


Figure  1 8.  Milford  Lake,  1991 ,  percent  of  camping  parties  by  state  (top)  and  percent  for  which  this 
campground  was  their  primary  destination  by  state  (bottom) 


Figure  1 9.  Lake  Oahe,  1991,  percent  of  camping  parties  by  state  (top)  and  percent  for  which  this 
campground  was  their  primary  destination  by  state  (bottom) 


Figure  20.  Lake  Ouachita,  1991 ,  percent  of  camping  parties  by  state  (top)  and  percent  for  which 
this  campground  was  their  primary  destination  by  state  (bottom) 


Figure  21 .  Lake  Shelbyville,  1991,  percent  of  camping  parties  by  state  (top)  and  percent  for  which 
this  campground  was  their  primary  destination  by  state  (bottom) 


Figure  22.  Shenango  River  Lake,  1991,  percent  of  camping  parties  by  state  (top)  and  percent  for 
which  this  campground  was  their  primary  destination  by  state  (bottom) 


Figure  23.  West  Point  Lake,  1991,  percent  of  camping  parties  by  state  (top)  and  percent  for  which 
this  campground  was  their  primary  destination  by  state  (bottom) 


Figure  24.  Site  occupancy  for  82  campsites  at  Lake  Shelbyville,  Forest  Wood,  July  1 991 
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Appendix  A  1991  CRS  Data  Summaries 


The  Contents  of 

Tables  A1-A8  Are  Summarized  Below 

Pro|ael 

Area 

NRMS  AieaNo. 

Table 

BaiWey 

Eureka 

104 

A1 

Canal 

105 

Boyds  Landing 

106 

Hurricane  Creek 

124 

Devil's  Elbow 

134 

Bumpus  MHs 

145 

HartMwN 

Watsadtors 

005 

A2 

(Georgia  River 

006 

Crescent 

007 

Springfield 

Oil 

lUUIlown 

027 

Payrws  Creek 

038 

Oconee  Point 

066 

Twin  Lake 

068 

Coneross  Park 

070 

Milford 

Curtis  Creek 

003 

A3 

Famum  Creek 

004 

Roiling  HiKs 

006 

School  Creek 

009 

Timber  Creek 

010 

Oahe 

Dowmstream  North 

002 

A4 

Indian  Creek 

023 

Indian  Memorial 

024 

Ouachita 

Denby  Point 

Oil 

A5 

CrysM  Sprirtgs 

014 

Brady  Mountain 

015 

Shelbyville 

Opossum  Creek 

001 

A6 

Coon  Creek 

002 

Lone  Point 

003 

Lithia  Springs 

016 

Forest  Wood 

016 

Whitley  Creek 

019 

Shenango 

Shenango  Rec.  Area 

002 

A7 

Mercer  Rec.  Area 

004 

West  Point 

R.  Shaefer  Heard 

001 

A8 

Holiday  Park 

031 

State  Line  Park 

036 

Amity  Park 

040 

White  Tail  Ridge 

045 

A2 


Appendix  A  1891  CRS  Data  Summaries 


Table  A1 

Lake  Barkley  1991  CRS  Data 


Boyds  Bumpua  OovU's  HurricMts 

Landing  IIHia  Canal  Bbow  Euraka  Craak  Total 


Summary  StatiaUca 


Total  Permits' 

221 

437 

2,560 

265 

350 

954 

4,787 

Total  Groups’ 

199 

408 

2,401 

250 

350 

932 

4,540 

Recreation  Days'-* * 

1,666 

2.54S 

24,266 

1,400 

2,620 

7,596 

40,325 

Nights  Spent 

2.6 

2.2 

3.7 

1.9 

2.7 

3.0 

3.2 

Party  Size 

3.2 

2.8 

2.7 

3.0 

3.1 

2.8 

28 

Occupancy  Rate* 

Tote) 

27.5 

19  1 

57  4 

20.0 

33.5 

34.3 

31.9 

WeeKend 

43.6 

348 

72  7 

343 

47.8 

48.3 

469 

Weekdays 

20.7 

12.5 

51  0 

14.1 

275 

28.4 

25.7 

Total  Pees' 

$4,287 

$10,604 

$87,442 

$4,431 

$7,448 

$30,342 

$144,555 

Average  Pee  Paid  per  Site* 

$306 

$321 

$1,054 

$222 

$414 

$595 

$2,911 

Uasr  Characlarialics 


Prior  Visits 

63.0 

63.5 

60.3 

72.4 

Primary  Destination 

99.5 

100.0 

668 

90.4 

Golden  Age 

20.6 

14.0 

404 

13.2 

Golden  Access 

4.5 

0.5 

10.0 

1.6 

VaMda  Eguipmant 


Car 

36.2 

30.6 

22.4 

Truck 

54.3 

527 

41.6 

Van 

18.6 

10.0 

10.6 

Motor  Home 

10.1 

15.2 

21.9 

26.3 

27.8 

50.5 

47.3 

11.5 

11  7 

23.0 

187 

Camping  Equipmant 


Tent 

55.3 

37.0 

8.6 

70.4 

50.3 

25.6 

23.3 

Pop-up  Trailer 

11.1 

8.8 

5.1 

5.2 

6.3 

8.8 

6.6 

Pickup  Camper 

6.0 

10.5 

3.2 

10.8 

9.4 

5.4 

5.3 

Travel  Trailer 

15.1 

17.4 

37.2 

46 

32.3 

22.1 

29.2 

Racraatlonal  Equipmant 


Powerboat 


Sailboat 


’  These  totals  are  reported  as  sums  (all  others  are  the  percent  of  all  users). 

‘  Recreation  area  averages  were  weighted  by  the  total  number  of  permits  for  each  area  to  compute  project 
averages. 

^  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  the  number  of  nights  paid  divided  by  (the  number  of  calendar  nights  multiplied 
by  the  number  of  sites  at  each  campground). 

*  Average  fee  paid  per  site  was  the  total  fee  collected  at  each  area  divided  by  the  number  of  sites  at  that  area. 


Appendix  A  1991  CRS  Data  Summaries 


A3 


Table  A2 

Hartwell  Lake  1991  CRS  Data 


Coneroes 

Park 

Crescent 

Georgia 

mwer 

MttHown 

Ocon— 


SuiMMry  Stattollcs 


Total  Permits' 

1,715 

53 

15 

464 

786 

Total  Groups’ 

1.148 

42 

11 

260 

580 

Recreation  Days’-* * 

19.441 

875 

113 

3.725 

5.474 

Nights  Spent 


Party  Size 


Occupancy  Rale* 
Total 
Weekend 
Weekdays 


Total  Fees’ 


Average  Fee  Paid  per  Site* 


LJ 

2 

0 

3.1 

3 

$42,490 


$401 


$1,979 


$44 


0 

196 

'6 

38.6 

.3 

11.7 

$5,963 


$117 


$9,310 


$148 


User  Characleristica 


Prior  Visits 


Primary  Destination 


Golden  Age 


Golden  Access 


89.0 


99.0 


15.3 


.3 


VeMde  Equipment 


31.0 


81.8 

87  7 

747 

90.9 

98.5 

97.9 

9.1 

6.9 

1.9 

Car 

424 

Truck 

53.7 

Van 

15.2 

Motor  Home 

12.5 

Tent 

36.1 

Pop-up  TraHer 

16.0 

Pickup  Camper 

37 

Travel  Trailer 

31.3 

Camping  Equipment 


524 


2 


48 


9.5 


Reerselional  Equipment 


Powerboat 

21.5 

143 

18.2 

23.1 

32.9 

Sailboat 

3,1 

o 

6 

0.0 

1.5 

1.0 

(ContIntMd) 


'  These  totals  are  reported  as  sums  (all  others  are  the  percent  of  all  users). 

‘  Recreation  area  averages  vrore  weighted  by  the  total  number  of  permits  for  each  area  to  com¬ 
pute  project  averages. 

’  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  the  number  of  nights  paid  divided  by  (the  number  of  cal¬ 
endar  nights  multiplied  by  the  number  of  sites  at  each  campground). 

*  Average  fee  paid  per  site  was  the  total  fee  coHected  at  each  area  divided  by  the  number  of 
sites  at  that  area. 


Appendix  A  1991  CRS  Data  Summaries 


Table  A2  (Concluded) 


SpringlMd  Twin 


Summary  Slaltalica 


Laka  Wataadlara  Total 


Trtal  Permit' 


Total  Groups’ 


Recreation  Days'-' 


Nights  Spent 


Party  Size 


Occupancy  Rale' 
Total 
Weetond 
Weekdays 


Total  Fees' 


Average  Fee  Paid  per  Site' 


3.996 


2.884 


33. 


3.1 


3. 


$15,233  $45,694  $82,838 


$200  $578  $812 


Uaar  Chwactariaties 


2,469 

12,193 

1,732 

8,445 

17,834 

107,356 

3.2 

33 

3.2 

38 

62.7 

27  7 

87.0 

444 

52  3 

207 

$50,115 

$253,824 

$983 

$3,297 

Prior  Visits 

77.7 

83.7 

820 

858 

83.3 

Primary  Destination 

97.2 

91.2 

932 

94.9 

94.8 

Golden  Age 

5.5 

25.7 

17.1 

37.1 

20  1 

Golden  Access 

1.2 

7.2 

3.0 

6  1 

4.1 

VaMde  Equipmen 


Car 

38.9 

33.0 

40.4 

40  5 

403 

Truck 

59  7 

47.7 

42.8 

55.3 

49.2 

Van 

14.8 

04 

12.0 

13.1 

12.3 

Motor  Home 

9.1 

18.1 

17.5 

222 

15.0 

Camping  Equipment 


Tent 

52.2 

22.9 

37.3 

24.3 

37.0 

Pop-up  Trailer 

17.6 

10.9 

12.6 

10.3 

12.4 

Pickup  Camper 

3.2 

2.3 

25 

2.7 

2.7 

Travel  Trailer 

20.0 

334 

21.8 

38.7 

263 

Recreational  Equipment 


Powertxiat 

40.3 

12.9 

19.9 

Sailboat 

0.8 

0.9 

2.8 

Appendix  A  1991  CRS  Data  Summaries 


Table  A3 

Milford  Lake  1991  CRS  Data 


Curtis 

Famum 

RoUiitg 

School 

Timber 

Creak 

Creak 

HINs 

Croak 

1 

Creak 

_ 

Summary  Stallatiea 


Total  Permits' 

1.226 

567 

1,413 

196 

46 

3.448 

Total  Groups' 

1,135 

525 

1,117 

176 

37 

2.990 

Recreation  Days 

8.351 

3.926 

8,384 

1.346 

302 

22.309 

Nights  Spent 

2  1 

19 

23 

28 

26 

2  2 

Party  Size 

35 

44 

33 

28 

3.1 

35 

Occupancy  Rate’ 

Total 

23  1 

94 

345 

96 

10 

155 

Weekend 

438 

180 

65  4 

162 

20 

29  1 

Weekdays 

14  7 

60 

21  6 

69 

06 

10.0 

Total  Fees' 

$21,979 

$7,607 

$23,661 

$1,704 

$346 

$55,297 

Average  Fee  Paid  per  Site* * 

$275 

$96 

$408 

$39 

$4 

$822 

User  Characteristics 

Prior  Visits 

77.4 

26.7 

32.0 

51  1 

75.7 

500 

Primary  Destination 

99  1 

6.5 

91.3 

97.2 

946 

798 

Golden  Age 

16.0 

187 

224 

267 

162 

19.5 

Golden  Acoass 

1.2 

1.1 

1.9 

1.7 

13.5 

1.6 

Vehicle  Equipment 

Car 

27.8 

335 

31.1 

17.0 

35.1 

295 

Truck 

61.1 

46.9 

52.6 

68.2 

54.1 

55.7 

Van 

14.6 

14.7 

18.3 

57 

27.0 

15  6 

Motor  Home 

15.6 

17,3 

17  7 

14.8 

54 

16.5 

Camping  Equipment 

Tent 

31.0 

26.1 

37  7 

398 

51.4 

33.4 

Pop-up  Trailer 

56 

38 

6.9 

2.8 

5.4 

56 

Pickup  Camper 

77 

84 

5.3 

13.1 

108 

7.3 

Travel  Trailer 

27.0 

23.0 

30.9 

29.0 

18.9 

278 

Recreetionsl  Equipment 

Powerboat 

60.3 

354 

30.3 

364 

27.0 

42.9 

Sailboat 

1.3 

0.7 

1^ 

0.9 

'  These  totals  are  reported  as  sums  (all  others  are  the  percent  of  all  users). 

‘  Recreation  area  averages  were  weighted  by  the  total  number  of  permits  for  each  area  to  com¬ 
pute  project  averages. 

’  Oc^pancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  the  number  of  nights  paid  divided  by  (the  number  of  cal¬ 
endar  nights  multiplied  by  the  number  of  sites  at  each  campground). 

*  Average  fee  paid  per  site  was  the  total  fee  collected  at  each  area  divided  by  the  number  of 
sites  at  that  area. 
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Table  A4 

Lake  Oahe  1991  CRS  Data 


OowiMUMin 


Indian 

Indian  Craak  Vamorlal  Total 


Summary  Stadatica 


Total  Permits' 

2.934 

1,761 

1,055 

5,750 

Total  Groups' 

2,178 

1,269 

778 

4,225 

Recreation  Days’-' 

15,454 

10,198 

5,589 

31,241 

Nights  Spent 

2.6 

2.9 

2.5 

2.7 

Party  Size 

2.9 

29 

2.9 

2.9 

Occupancy  Rate' 

Total 

31.1 

31.2 

24  5 

28.9 

Weekend 

50.4 

44.8 

37.5 

44.2 

Weekdays 

23.3 

25.7 

19.3 

228 

Total  Fees' 

$38,457 

$26,230 

$13,958 

$78,645 

Average  Fee  Paid  per  Site' 

$238 

$232 

$172 

$643 

User  Charaeterlstlee 

Prior  Visits 

81.6 

70.6 

64.0 

75.1 

Primary  Destination 

84.5 

78.2 

94.9 

84.5 

Golden  Age 

29.9 

34.0 

31.2 

31.4 

Golden  Access 

2.1 

1.6 

1.5 

1.8 

Vehicle  Equipment 

Car 

18.0 

14.8 

13.8 

16.3 

Truck 

54.8 

45.6 

55.7 

52.2 

Van 

14.5 

10.8 

9.6 

12.5 

Motor  Home 

24.2 

29.8 

27.5 

26.5 

Tent 

23.3 

Pop-up  Trailer 

6.8 

Pickup  Camper 

13.3 

Travel  "^^er 

30.6 

Camping  Equipmant 


20.2 


.5 


15.4 


27.8 


Raciaatlonal  Equipmant 


Powerboat 

42.9 

38.6 

Sailboat 

0.1 

1.0 

'  These  totals  are  reported  as  sums  (all  others  are  the  percent  of  all  users). 

‘  Recreation  area  averages  were  weighted  by  the  total  number  of  permits  for  each  area  to  com¬ 
pute  project  averages. 

’  Oc^pancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  the  number  of  nights  paid  divided  by  (the  number  of  cal¬ 
endar  nights  multiplied  by  the  number  of  sites  at  each  campground). 

*  Average  fee  paid  per  site  was  the  total  fee  collected  at  each  area  divided  by  the  number  of 
sites  at  that  area. 
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Table  A5 

Lake  Ouachita  1991  CRS  Data 


Brady  Mounlali  Crystal  Springs  Dsnby  Point  Total 


Summary  Statistics 


Total  Permits' 


Total  Groups’ 


Recreation  Days” 


Nights  Spent 


Party  Size 


Occupancy  Rats’ 
Total 
Weekend 
Weekdays 


Total  Fees' 


Average  Fee  Paid  per  Site’ 


2.816 


1,989 


23,762 


3.3 


3. 


$55,715 


$753 


$47,738 


$645 


User  Charaetaristles 


64.1 


86.8 


18.3 


.6 


Vehicle  Equipment 


2,177 


1,552 


20,479 


$45,112 


$673 


7.506 


5,391 


63,700 


3.5 


3. 


$148,565 


$2,071 


Prior  Visits 

79.2 

Primary  Destination 

89.3 

Golden  Age 

14.3 

Golden  Access 

2.8 

Car 

33.7 

28.4 

26.2 

29.7 

Truck 

51.7 

61.6 

61.9 

58.0 

Van 

15.7 

14.1 

13.7 

14.5 

Motor  Home 

13.5 

14.6 

18.2 

15.2 

Camping  Equipment 

Tent 

52.0 

41.7 

27.7 

41.5 

Pop-up  Trailer 

12.0 

9.4 

8.4 

10.0 

Pickup  Camper 

2.6 

3.3 

4.1 

3.3 

Travel  Trailer 

19.6 

27.5 

40.7 

28.4 

Recreational  Equipment 

Powerboat 

28.4 

46.5 

45.9 

39.6 

Sailboat 

3.7 

6.8 

10.4 

6.7 

'  These  totals  are  reported  as  sums  (all  others  are  the  percent  of  all  users). 

’  Recreation  area  averages  were  weighted  by  the  total  number  of  permits  for  each  area  to  com¬ 
pute  project  averages. 

’  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  the  number  of  nights  paid  divided  by  (the  number  of  calendar 
nights  multiplied  by  the  number  of  sites  at  each  campground). 

’  Average  fee  paid  per  site  was  the  total  fee  collected  at  each  area  divided  by  the  number  of  sites 
at  that  area. 
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Table  A6 

Lake  Shelbyville  1991  CRS  Data 


Coon  Forool  Uthia  Lono  Opoooum  WhMoy 

Crook  Wood  Springs  Point  Crook  Crook  Total 


Summary  Statlalles 


Total  Permits’ 


Total  Groups' 


Recreation  Days'-* 


Nights  Spent 


Party  Size 


Occupancy  Rate* 
Total 
Weekend 
Weekdays 


Total  Fees' 


Average  Fee  Paid  per  Site* 


3,515 

3,556 

989 

2,664 

2,623 

856 

24,367 

27,945 

7,787 

3.5 

2.9 

28 

4 

2 

7 

3 

4 

3. 

$117,675  $70,060  $77,746  $12,924  $12,106 


920 

702 

15,850 

791 

651 

12,803 

6,982 

5,176 

122,597 

29 

1.9 

3.0 

3.2 

4.1 

3.3 

24.2 

13.8 

37.0 

41.3 

22.4 

56.6 

17.1 

9.6 

28.9 

$12,106 

$8,030 

$298,541 

$150 

$96 

$2,396 

Uaor  Ctiaractoristlea 


68.2 

61.2 

96.1 

98.7 

1.7 

16.6 

0.8 

2.9 

Prior  Visits 


Primary  Destination 


Golden  Age 


Golden  Access 


Vohicte  Equlpmont 


Car 

34.8 

34.8 

37.5 

32.4 

37.9 

46.4 

36.0 

Truck 

50.0 

52.6 

42.7 

50.2 

41.8 

37.3 

47.8 

Van 

21.6 

17.8 

23.9 

19.2 

21.6 

21.2 

21.1 

Motor  Home 

16.0 

26.2 

18.2 

16.2 

10.5 

4.1 

177 

Camping  Equipmont 


20.2 


44.6 

46.0 

62.5 

16.5 

11.0 

5.6 

6.1 

7.1 

4.8 

18.0 

204 

14.0 

Tent 


Pop-up  Trailer 


Pickup  Camper 


Travel  Trailer 


380 


Rocroationai  Equipment 


Powertxiat 


Sailboat 


'  These  totals  are  reported  as  sums  (all  others  are  the  percent  of  all  users). 

*  Recreation  area  averages  were  weighted  by  the  total  number  of  permits  for  each  area  to  compute  project 
averages. 

*  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  the  number  of  nights  paid  divided  by  (the  number  of  calendar  nights  multiplied 
by  the  number  of  sites  at  each  campground). 

*  Average  fee  paid  per  site  was  the  total  fee  collected  at  each  area  divided  by  the  number  of  sites  at  that  area. 
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Table  A7 

Shenango  River  Lake  1991  CRS  Data 

Shenango  Rac.  Area 

llaroar  Rac.  Area 

Total 

Summary  Statistica 

Total  Permits' 

6,471 

140 

6,611 

Total  Groups* 

4,110 

126 

4,236 

Recreation  Days'-* 

54,961 

1,432 

56,363 

Nights  Spent 

3.5 

3.1 

3.5 

Party  Size 

4.0 

3.4 

40 

Occupancy  Rate* 

Total 

53.9 

21  4 

37.6 

Weekend 

47.1 

32.6 

39.8 

Weekdays 

39.2 

16.8 

280 

Total  Fees' 

$123,993 

$1,515 

$125,508 

Average  Fee  Paid  per  Site' 

$380 

$76 

$456 

User  Charactertalica 

Prior  Visits 

92.8 

100.0 

93.0 

Primary  Destination 

97.8 

99.2 

978 

Golden  Age 

17.2 

8.7 

16.9 

Golden  Access 

4.0 

4.0 

4.0 

VsMde  Egulpment 

Car 

55.7 

47.6 

55.5 

Truck 

44.4 

27.8 

43.9 

Van 

18.1 

15.9 

18.0 

Motor  Home 

14.0 

15.1 

14.0 

Camping  Equipment 

Tent 

39.2 

47.6 

39.5 

Pop-up  Trailer 

11.0 

6.3 

10.9 

Pickup  Camper 

4.8 

7.1 

4.9 

Travel  Trailer 

20.8 

18.3 

20.8 

Recreational  Equipment 

Powertxjat 

33.6 

34.1 

33.7 

Sailboat 

85.0 

12.7 

82.9 

'  These  totals  are  reported  as  sums  (all  others  are  the  percent  of  all  users). 

*  Recreation  area  averages  were  weighted  by  the  total  number  of  permits  for  each  area  to  com- 

pute  project  averages. 

*  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  the  number  of  nights  paid  divided  by  (the  number  of  cal- 

endar  nights  multiplied  by  the  number  of  sites  at  each  campground). 

'  *  Average  fee  paid  per  site  was  the  total  fee  collected  at  each  area  divided  by  the  number  of  1 

sites  at  that  area. 
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Total  Permits' 

1.002 

2,672 

2.141 

716 

1.153 

7,684 

Total  Groups' 

802 

2.052 

1.794 

606 

1,047 

6.301 

Recreation  Days 

9,054 

24.298 

17.890 

5.955 

10,707 

67.904 

Nights  Spent 

3.1 

33 

2.8 

2.6 

29 

3,0 

Party  Size 

3.8 

3.7 

3.5 

3.8 

3.5 

3.6 

Occupacy  Rate’ 

Total 

204 

32.9 

32.5 

11.4 

33.7 

26.2 

Weekend 

32.2 

50.9 

51.1 

22.9 

54.5 

42.3 

Weekdays 

15.5 

25.4 

24.8 

6.5 

24.9 

19.4 

Total  Fees' 

$20,204 

$57,143 

$39,805 

$13,505 

$28,520 

$159,177 

Average  Fee  Paid  per  Site' 

$217 

$394 

$463 

$110 

$492 

$1,676 

Table  A8 

West  Point  Lake  1991  CRS  Data 


R.  Shaatar  Suta  Una 
AfflHyParfc  Holiday  Park  Hoard  Park 


Summary  Stadallea 


Uaar  Characlarialiea 


Prior  Visits 


Primary  Destination 


Golden  Age 


Golden  Access 


Vehicle  Equipment 


Camping  Equipment 


Tent 

34.5 

Pop-up  Trailer 

9.4 

Pickup  Camper 

5.2 

Travel  Trailer 

25.1 

Recreational  Equipmant 


Powerboat 


Sailboat 


White  Tall 
Ridge  Total 


Car 

39.2 

28.0 

36.9 

37,6 

35.1 

34.0 

Truck 

61.8 

64.3 

53.1 

67.3 

68.6 

61.8 

Van 

16.7 

13.3 

12.0 

13.4 

12.1 

13.2 

Motor  Home 

21.3 

».1 

27.6 

13.0 

28.6 

25.1 

27,7  I  32.1 


29.8  26.7 


'  These  totals  are  reported  as  sums  (all  others  are  the  percent  of  all  users) 

‘  Recreation  area  averages  were  weighted  by  the  total  number  of  permits  for  each  area  to  compute  project 
averages. 

’  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  the  number  of  nights  paid  divided  by  (the  number  of  calendar  nights  multiplied 
y  the  number  of  sites  at  each  campground). 

'  Average  fee  paid  per  site  was  the  total  fee  collected  at  each  area  divided  by  the  number  of  sites  at  that  area. 
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Tlw  Contwrts  of  TabiM  B1-B39  At»  Summarized  Balowr 


Protect 

Area 

NRMSAreaNo. 

Tablae 

Bartdey 

Eureka 

104 

B1 

Canal 

106 

B2 

Boyds  Landing 

106 

B3 

Hurricane  Creek 

124 

B4 

Devil's  Elbow 

134 

B5 

Bumpus  Mins 

145 

B6 

Hartwell 

Watsaders 

005 

B7 

Georgia  River 

006 

B8 

Crescent 

007 

BO 

Springfield 

Oil 

BIO 

kMIfown 

027 

B11 

Paynes  Creek 

036 

B12 

Ocrxiee  Point 

066 

B13 

Twin  Lake 

066 

B14 

Coneross  Park 

070 

B15 

Milford 

Curtis  Creek 

003 

B16 

Famum  Creek 

004 

B17 

Rolling  HiHs 

006 

B18 

School  Creak 

009 

B19 

Timber  Creek 

010 

B20 

Oahe 

Downstream  North 

002 

B21 

Indian  Creek 

023 

B22 

Indian  Memorial 

024 

B23 

Ouachita 

Denby  Point 

Oil 

B24 

Cryst^  Springs 

014 

B25 

Br^  Mountain 

015 

B26 

Shelbyville 

Opossum  Creek 

001 

B27 

Coon  Creek 

002 

B28 

Lorre  Point 

003 

B29 

Uthia  Springs 

016 

B30 

Forest  Wood 

016 

B31 

WNttey  Creek 

019 

B32 

Shenango 

Shenartgo  Rec.  Area 

002 

B33 

Mercer  Rec.  Area 

004 

B34 

West  Point 

R.  Shaefer  Heard 

001 

B35 

HofidBy  Park 

031 

B36 

State  Line  Park 

036 

B37 

Amity  Park 

040 

B36 

White  Tail  Ridge 

045 

B36 

B2 
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Table  Bi 

Lake  Barkley— Eureka,  Ocmpancy  Rates,'  July  1991 


1 

2 

3 

52.38 

47.62 

71  43 

8 

9 

10 

42.86 

42.86 

4286 

15 

16 

17 

28.57 

4286 

2381 

22 

23 

24 

4.76 

9.52 

14.29 

29 

30 

31 

33.33 

38.10 

23.81 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Month  41.8 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekand  Durmg  Month  44.4 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month  40.7 


'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dwiding  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  18  campsites). 


Table  B2 

Lake  Barkley— Canal,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 


1 

2 

3 

60.00 

64.71 

80.00 

8 

9 

10 

54.12 

51.76 

49.41 

15 

16 

17 

49.41 

55.29 

50.59 

22 

23 

24 

48.24 

49.41 

60.00 

29 

30 

31 

44.71 

47.06 

40.00 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Month  60.6 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekend  Outing  Month  68.5 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month  57.4 


'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dnriding  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  83  campsites). 
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Table  B3 

Lake  Barkley— Boyds  Landing,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 


1 

2 

3 

42.86 

42.86 

4286 

7 

8 

6 

10 

714 

14.29 

14.29 

714 

14 

15 

16 

17 

28.57 

21.43 

21  43 

21  43 

21 

22 

23 

24 

7.14 

7.14 

7.14 

714 

28 

29 

30 

31 

21.43 

14.26 

7.14 

Occupancy  Rats  for  Month 

Occupartcy  Rala  for  WeetetKi  During  Month 

Occu^cy  Rata  for  Weekday  During  Month 


'  Occupancy  Rata  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  divicing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  14  campsites). 


Table  B4 

Lake  Barkley— Hurricane  Creek,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 


1 

2 

3 

23.53 

31.37 

58.82 

7 

6 

6 

10 

27.45 

23.53 

23.53 

19.61 

14 

15 

16 

17 

23.53 

31.37 

29.41 

43.14 

21 

22 

23 

24 

11.76 

15.66 

23.53 

15.69 

28 

29 

30 

31 

19.61 

17.65 

17.65 

1961 

Occupancy  Rats  for  Month  33.5 

Occupancy  Rats  for  Weekend  During  Month  44.7 

Occupancy  Rats  for  Weekday  During  Month  29.0 


'  Occupancy  Rats  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dnriding  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  51  campsites). 
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Table  B5 

Lake  Barkley— Devil’s  Elbow,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 


1 

2 

3 

21.06 

5.26 

36  84 

8 

6 

10 

5.26 

5.26 

526 

15 

16 

17 

10.53 

10.53 

526 

22 

23 

24 

15.76 

10.53 

29 

30 

31 

10.53 

5.26 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Month  17.6 

Occupancy  Rata  for  Weekend  During  Month  31.7 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month  1 1 .8 


'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  20  campsites). 


Table  B6 

Lake  Barkley— Bumpus  Mills,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 


1 

2 

3 

15.15 

18.18 

27.27 

8 

9 

10 

15.15 

21.21 

1818 

15 

16 

17 

3.03 

22 

23 

24 

3.03 

29 

30 

31 

3.03 

3.03 

9.09 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Month  1 3. 1 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekend  During  Month  23.6 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month  8.8 


’  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  33  campsites). 


Appendix  B  1991  CRS  Data  Analysis  of  Occupancy  Rates  (July) 


Table  B7 

Hartwell  Lake— Wataadlers.  Occupancy  Rates/  July  I99i 


1 

2 

3 

92.16 

94.12 

98.04 

8 

9 

10 

31.37 

47  06 

64.71 

15 

16 

17 

31.37 

52.94 

58  82 

22 

23 

24 

33.33 

31.37 

29.41 

29 

30 

31 

19.61 

29.41 

37,25 

Occupancy  Rats  for  Month  59.3 

Occupancy  Rale  for  Weekend  During  Month  74.3 

Occupancy  Rate  tor  Weekday  During  Month  53.1 


'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calcutated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dwktng  by  (the 
number  of  nights  mulliptied  by  the  51  campsites). 


Table  B8 

Hartwell  Lake— Georgia  River,  Occupancy  Rates/  July  1991 


1 

2 

3 

13.33 

8 

9 

10 

6.67 

6.67 

15 

16 

17 

22 

23 

24 

29 

30 

31 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Month  1 .9 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weetond  During  Month  3.0 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month  1 .5 


’  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dwiding  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  15  campsites). 
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Table  B9 

Hartwell  Lake-Crescent,  Occi^nncy  Rates,’  July  1991 


2 

4.44 

3 

444 

9 

10 

16 

17 

23 

24 

30 

31 

4  5 

2  22  4  44 


Occupancy  Rate  for  Month 

Occupancy  Rata  for  Weekend  During  Month 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month 


'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  artd  (ividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  45  campsites). 


Table  BIO 

Hartwell  Lake— Springfield,  Occupancy  Rates,’  July  1991 


1 

2 

3 

97.47 

97.47 

98  73 

8 

9 

10 

18.99 

25.32 

31.65 

15 

16 

17 

26.58 

24.05 

30.38 

22 

23 

24 

18.99 

20.25 

21.52 

29 

30 

31 

10.13 

13.92 

20.» 

Occupancy  Rats  for  Month  46.6 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekend  During  Month  63.4 

Occupancy  Rata  for  Weekday  During  Month  39.6 


'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dnridmg  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  79  campsites). 
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Table  B11 

Hartwell  Lake— MllNown,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 


1 

■"  'M 

2 

3 

25.48 

50.96 

70.59 

8 

9 

10 

1.96 

1.96 

1  96 

15 

16 

17 

22 

23 

24 

1.96 

3.92 

392 

29 

30 

31 

1.96 

Occupancy  Rale  for  Month  14.6 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weetond  During  Month  22.2 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month  1 1.4 


'  Occupancy  Rata  was  calculated  by  takirtg  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  mdtiplied  by  the  51  cafr^tsitBS). 


Table  B12 

Hartwell  Lake— Paynes  Creek,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 


2 

3 

46.05 

48  68 

9 

10 

6.58 

11  84 

16 

17 

0.21 

7.89 

23 

24 

11.84 

9.21 

30 

31 

3.95 

5.26 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Month  20.9 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekend  During  Month  32.0 

Occupancy  Rale  for  Weekday  During  Month  16.4 


'  Occupancy  Rale  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  76  campsites). 
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Table  B13 

Marterell  Lake— Oconee,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 


1 

2 

3 

63.49 

74  60 

82  54 

8 

9 

10 

1.59 

4.76 

6  35 

15 

16 

17 

1.59 

1.56 

22 

23 

24 

1.56 

3  17 

29 

30 

31 

1.59 

1.59 

1  56 

Occupancy  Rale  for  Month  16  7 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekend  During  Month  27.0 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month  16.7 


'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividng  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  63  campsites). 


Table  B14 

Hartwell  Lake— TWIn  Lake,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 


1 

2 

3 

95.10 

100.98 

103.92 

8 

6 

10 

25.49 

32.35 

4216 

15 

16 

17 

21.57 

20.59 

24.51 

22 

23 

24 

23.53 

22.55 

22.55 

29 

30 

31 

14.71 

19.61 

21.57 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Month  49.9 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekend  During  Month  68.4 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month  42.2 


'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  102  campsites). 
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Table  B15 

Hartwell  Lake— Coneross  Park,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 


1 

2 

3 

83.02 

84.91 

95  28 

7 

8 

9 

10 

9.43 

13.21 

14.15 

15  09 

14 

15 

16 

17 

15.09 

15.09 

12.26 

12.26 

21 

22 

23 

24 

15  09 

13.21 

14.15 

16.04 

28 

29 

30 

31 

12.26 

16.04 

15.09 

14.15 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Month  34  5 

Occupancy  Rate  for  WeeKend  Dunng  Month  45.9 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month  29.8 


'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  106  campsites). 


Table  B16 

Milford  Lake— Curtis  Creek,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 


1 

2 

25.00 

43.75 

7 

8 

9 

11.25 

8.75 

13.75 

14 

15 

16 

6.25 

6.25 

7.50 

21 

22 

23 

11.25 

13.75 

16.25 

28 

29 

30 

11.25 

11.25 

7.50 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Month  27.5 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekend  During  Month  42.1 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month  21.5 


’  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  80  campsites). 
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Table  B17 

Milford  Lake— Farnum  Creek,  Occ(4>ancy  Rates,'  July  1991 


1 

2 

3 

1.27 

6.33 

34.18 

8 

9 

10 

3.80 

5.06 

2.53 

15 

16 

17 

1.27 

3.80 

5.06 

22 

23 

24 

3.80 

2.53 

6.33 

29 

30 

31 

2.53 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Month  9.4 

Occupancy  Rate  for  WeeKend  During  Month  14.9 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month  7.1 


'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  79  campsites). 


Table  B18 

Milford  Lake— Rolling  Hills,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 


1 

2 

3 

46.55 

63.79 

106.90 

6 

9 

10 

17.24 

20.69 

15.52 

15 

16 

17 

6.90 

10.34 

8.62 

22 

23 

24 

12.07 

3.45 

6.90 

29 

30 

31 

20.69 

13.79 

18.97 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Month  36.5 

Occupancy  Rale  for  Weekend  During  Month  57.9 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month  27.7 


'  Occupancy  Rats  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  56  campsites). 
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Table  B19 

Milford  Lake— School  Creek.  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 


1 

6.82 

2 

27.27 

3 

50  00 

7 

8 

0 

10 

2.27 

14 

15 

16 

17 

2.27 

2.27 

21 

22 

23 

24 

6.82 

4.55 

2.27 

28 

20 

30 

31 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Month  10.1 

Occu^cy  Rate  for  Weekend  During  Month  14.0 

Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month  8.2 


'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  44  campsites). 


Table  B20 

MiHord  Lake— Timber  Creek,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 


1 

2 

3.40 

3 

5.81 

8 

0 

10 

15 

16 

17 

22 

23 

24 

20 
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'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multipled  by  the  66  campsites). 
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Table  B21 

Lake  Oahe— Downstream  North,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 
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Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month  34.3 


'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  161  campeitesj. 


Table  B22 

Lake  Oahe— Indian  Creek,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 
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'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  1 13  campsites). 
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Table  B23 

Lake  Oahe— Indian  Memorial,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 
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'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  61  campsites). 


paid  ar)d  dividing  by  (the 


Table  B24 

Lake  Ouachita— Oenby  Point,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 
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Occupancy  Rata  for  Weekday  During  Month  38.2 


’  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  67  campsites). 
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Table  B2S 

Lake  Ouachita— Crystal  Springs,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 
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Occupancy  Rata  for  Weekday  During  Month  27.0 


'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiptied  by  the  74  campsites). 


Table  B26 

Lake  Ouachita— Brady  Mourttain,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 
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'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  74  campsites). 
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Table  B27 

Lake  Shelbyviiie— Opoasum  Creek.  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 
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Occupancy  Rale  for  Weekday  During  Month  23.6 


'  Occupancy  Rale  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  61  campsites). 


Table  B28 

Lake  Shelbyviiie— Coon  Creek,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 
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Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month  47.4 


'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  221  campsites). 
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Table  B29 

Lake  Shelbyville— Lone  Point,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 
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Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month  16.0 


'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  rtvktng  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  96  campsites). 


Table  B30 

Lake  Shelbyville— Lithia  Springs,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 
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*  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dviding  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  123  campsites). 
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Table  B31 

Ltfce  Sheibyville— Forest  Wood,  Occupancy  Rates.'  July  1991 
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'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dhhcing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  82  campsites). 


Table  B32 

Lake  Sheibyville— Whitley  Creek,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 
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Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month  9.8 

'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dviding  by  (the 

number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  84  campsites). 
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Table  B33 

Shenango  Lake— Shenango  Rec.  Area,  Occ^Mncy  Rates,'  July  1991 
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'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dwicing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  326  campsites). 


Table  B34 

Sfienango  Lake— Mercer  Rec.  Area,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 
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'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dnriding  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  20  campsites). 
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Table  835 

West  Point  Lake— R.  Shaefer  Heard,  Occupancy  Rates/  July  1991 
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'  Occupancy  Rale  was  calculated  by  takirtg  the  number  of  nighte  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  86  campsites). 


Table  836 

West  Point  Lake— Holiday  Park,  Occupancy  Rates/  July  1991 
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'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  1^  campsites). 
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Table  B37 

Weat  Point  Lake— State  Line  Park,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 
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Occupancy  Rate  for  Weekday  During  Month  9.3 


'  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividng  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  123  campsites). 


Table  B38 

West  Point  Lake— AmKy  Park,  Occupancy  Rates,'  July  1991 
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’  Occupancy  Rate  was  calculated  by  taking  the  number  of  nights  paid  and  dividing  by  (the 
number  of  nights  multiplied  by  the  93  campsites). 
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Data  Formulas  Used  In  1991  CRS  Report' 

Number  of  permits 

Sum  of  all  permits  (including  renewals) 

Number  of  renewals 

Sum  of  all  renewal  permits 

Number  of  groups 

(Number  of  permits)  -  (Number  of  renewals) 

Recreation  days 

Sum  of  (Each  permit  (the  number  in  party)*(nights  paid)] 

Mean  length  of  stay 

Sum  of  niohls  paid  (indudina  renewals) 

Number  of  groups 

Mean  number  in  Group 

Sum  of  the  number  in  oartv  (no  renewals) 

Number  of  groups 

Percent  of  prior  visitor 

Number  of  permits, 
prior  visits  =  yes  (no  renewals)  . 

Number  of  groups 

Percent  of  primary  destination 

Number  of  permits, 

primary  destination  s  yes  (no  renewals)  ,  _ 

Number  of  groups 

Percent  Golden  Age  passport 

Number  of  permits, 
fldden  age  =  yes  (no  rerrewals)  . 

Number  of  groups 

Percent  Use: 

Vehide/Camping/Recreational 

equipment 

Number  of  parties 
using  equipment  (no  renewals)  . 

Number  of  groups 

Occupancy  rate 

Sum  of  niahts  paid  (three  highest  months/renewals) 

(Number  of  calender  nights)  ’  (Total  sites) 

Average  fee  paid 

Sum  of  total  fee  paid  (including  renewals) 

Number  of  sites 

'  Variable  names  used  in  this  report  are  those  from  ENG  form  4457. 

’  Represents  all  vehicle/camping/re^reational  equipment  reported  from  car  37  through 
powerboat  49. 
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